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ABSTRACT
An Economic Analysis of Selected Livestock
Enterprises in Relation to Available
Feed Supplies, Utah, 1968
by
Ronald Jay Woolf, Master of Science
Utah State University, 1970
Major Professor:
Department:

Dr. Lynn H. Davis

Agricultural Economics

A study was made to determine the relative profitability and
competitive position of cattle fattening, lamb fattening, and mi lk

production in the state of Utah for 1968.
Production costs of cattle fattenin g ranged from $22.10 to

$32 .28 per hundred pounds of gain .
head.

Net return amounted to $19.65 per

Lamb fattening costs ranged from $24.25 to $29.76 per hundred

pounds of gain .
per head .

Net return from lamb feeding operations averaged $2.06

Cost of producing milk amounted to $4.90 per hundredweight

while net return amounted to $.61 per hundredweight.
Measure of profitability used 1n comparison included $100 worth
of feed fe d, return per hour of labor, and return per $100 invested in
fixed assets .

Lamb fattening was the most profitable of the selected en t e rprises.
Return per $100 worth of feed fed amounted to $35.46, $25.35, and $21.68
for lamb fattening, cattle fattening, and milk production respectively.
Based on return per hour, lamb fattening , cat tl e fattening, and milk

production contribute d $10.08, $8.50, and $2.49 per hour respe ctively.
Labor requirement was much higher for milk production than the other
ente rprises.

Return per $100 invested showed lambs again to be the most profitable showing a return of $79.54.

Cattle fattening was second with a

return of $69.73 while milk production with its high investment per cow
showed only $24 .00 return per $100 invested in fixed assets.
All three selected enterprises could pay as high as $28.00 per ton
for alfalfa and $2.60 per hundredweight for barley without causing a
negative return.

(83 pages)

INTRODUCTION
Livestock has been an integral part of Utah's economy since the
early set tl eme nt by the pioneers.

During the period 1950-1964, cash

receipts from farm marketings in Utah for cattle and calves, sheep and
lambs, and dairy products accounte d for 70 to 90 million dollars.
represented a range of 47 to 56 percent of total farm r eceipts .

This
The

sa l e of cat t le and calves, sheep and lambs, and dairy products accounted
for 62 to 72 percent of total receipts from the sale of livestock and
livestock products.
The sale of cattle and calves accounted for 30 to 49 million
dollars during the above time period and was the major sou rc e of income
to Utah fa rmers (8).

The number of cattle on fee d as of January 1 of

each· year has increased from 40,000 head in 1950 to 61,000 in 1968, an
increase of 52.5 percent.

The 1968 figure also represents a decrease

of 15,000 head below the 1966 level, Table 1.
U.S.D.A. statistics for 1968 indicate that 96 percent of all
cattle feed lots in Utah have a capacity o f less than 1,000 head .

Lots

with a capacity o f more than 1,000 head accounted for 36 percent of the
fat cattle ma rketed.

The trend in recent years has been fo r the size of

the feedlot to increas e while the number of lots ha s decreased .

Table l.

Number of cattle and lambs on feed in Utah, January l, 19501968

Year

Cattle on fee d
1,000 head

Lambs on feed
1,000 head

1950

40

60

1951

46

60

1952

50

73

1953

51

90

1954

53

105

1955

57

98

1956

60

89

1957

63

94

1958

65

66

1959

67

81

1960

58

87

1961

7l

78

1962

76

82

1963

81

70

1964

77

68

1965

66

64

1966

81

62

1967

81

60

1968

66

60

Source:

Utah Crop and Livestock Repo rting Se rvice, U. s. Department
of Agriculture, Stati stica l Repo rting Service, Sa l t Lak e City,
Utah.
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Cash receipts from farm mark e tings of sheep and lambs ranged from
9.5 million to 14.5 million dollars during the period 1950-1964.

The

number of lambs on feed as of January l each year increased from 60,000
head in 1950 to a high of 105,000 head in 1954.

Lamb feeding decreased

to 60,000 head again by 1968 and seemed to have leveled out somewhat at
this point.

Thus, there was a 75 percent increase in the number of

sheep and lambs on feed between 1950 and 1954, but the number has since
returned to its 1950 level.
Receipts from dairy products have ranged from 21 . 7 million to 30.8
million dollars per year over the 15-year period under consideration.
Although there has been some fluctuation downward, the general trend
has been upward in cash receipts.

Cash receipts were higher in 1965

than in any previous year during the 15- year period.
Milk production in the state of Utah has ranged from 655 million
pounds in 1950 to 769 million pounds in 1961.

Since

196~

production

has dropped slightly to 736 million pounds produced in 1965, Table 2.
The number of milk cows in herds has decreased consistently each

ye ar since 1954.
In 1964, the latest census year, eighteen counties in Utah produced sufficient roughages to meet their present needs.

The remaining

ll counties all imported roughage from neighboring counties and/or
states.

The state has a net surplus of 142,015 tons of roughages.

Production and consumption of concentrate feeds is vastly different.

Concentrate requirements exceed production.

imported 166,704 tons of concentrates in 1964.

The state of Utah

This amounts to an

average of 5,748 tons of concentrates imported per county.
counties in Utah produced more than was consumed.

Only nine

Five of these counties

4

had e xc e sses of l ess than 2,000 tons.

Feed g rains or conce ntrates we re

imported f r om neighbo r ing state s.

Tabl e 2.

Milk cows and total production in Utah, 1950 - 1968

Numb e r of cows

Yea r

1,000 he ad

1950
1951
1952
19 53
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
19 60
19 61
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968

100
98
99
102
102
99
98
97
96
96
95
94
93
90
86
85

Source:

77

76
75

Milk
Mill ion pounds
655
657
662
705
705
69 7
717
741
742
761
764
·769
758
7 53
730
736
736
745
753

Utah Crop and Livestock Reporting Se rv i ce , U. S. Depa rt me nt
of Agriculture, Statis tical Re portin g Se rvice, Salt Lake Ci t y ,
Utah.
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OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY
1.

To compa r e the relative pro f it ab il ity of beef fattening,

l amb fat t ening, and milk prod uct ion, thus indicating th e competitive
position of ea ch.
2.

To estimate unde r what conditions one e nterpr ise is more

profitable than the others with respect to price of products and feed
costs.

6

REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Pr io r to th is study, no work has been done in Utah to compare

c attl e fattening, lamb fattening, and milk production en t erp ri ses
relative to available feed supplies.

Some work has been done on

individual enterprises.

Cattle Fattening
A s tudy conducted by Davi s presented costs and way s of increasing
r e turns f rom cattle fattening operations (3).

Enumerato rs inte rviewed

103 feedlot operators who fed cattle in 1953-54.

Da t a collected were

analyzed and presented and showed that cost of feeder cattle accounted
for nearly 50 percent of total cost of the operations .
fo r nearly 30 percent of total cost.

Feed accounted

Based on 1953- 54 prices, catt l e

fat tening was a profitable en t erp ris e .
Cl emen ts' study of the cattle fatt en in g en terpri ses presented an
economic ana lysi s of finishing beef cattl e in ma jor feedi ng areas of

Utah (1).

The study was restricted to Cache , Box Elder, Web e r, Davis,

Utah, Sev i er, Sanp ete, and Millard Counti es.

Operator s who fed on a

yea r-round basis were excluded in the samp le used .

Based on 1953 -54

price leve ls, cattl e fattening was a profitable enterprise and showed
a net r e turn of $17 . 71 per head.
A r ecent study conducted by the Animal Science Department at Utah
State Unive rsity dealt with Breed - Feed Effects of Finishing St ee rs (7).
Eighteen Holstein and 18 Herefo rd steers were fed in individual pens
and randomly allott ed to different feed treatments.

Average dail y

ga in wa s higher f or Hol ste ins t han He r efords .

Thos e c a ttle which had

si lage in c l uded i n their di e t had a s l igh tl y h i ghe r ra te of da il y gain.
Lamb Fattening
Davis conducted a study on Costs and Returns from Lamb Fattening
in Utah (2).

Enumerators interviewed 36 operators who fed lambs i n

the 1954-55 feeding period and obtained cost and return data .

Feed

cost was the largest cost and accounted for 73 percent of total cost
per pound of gain .
Milk Production
Several studies have been conducted on milking enterpr i ses in
Utah.

Most significant to this study was the study by Palmer ( 6) .

Major emphasis was placed on analy sis of cost and returns from milking
enterprises on selected Dairy Herd Improvement Association (D . H. I.A.)
farms in Northern Utah .

Population for the study was l i mite d to 11 5

commercial members of D. H.I.A . operating in Cache, Box Elde r , and Weber
Counties .

A random sample was drawn and i n terv i ews conducte d wi t h t he

ope ra t ors .

Data used in that study were updated and are pre sente d in

t he anal ysis section of this study .
Another stud y in Utah was conducted by Morrison in 195 7 (4) .

He

presented cost and returns for Grade A and manufacturin g mi lk in
selected areas of Utah.

Receipts and costs varied slightl y between

co unties , but net return was the same in both counties and amounte d to

$. 02 per pound of butterfat for Grade A milk .
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SOURCE OF DATA AND METHOD OF PROCEDURE
Data for this study were obtained from both primary and secondary
sources.

Primary Data
Data for cattle fattening and lamb fattening enterprises were
obtained by enumerators interviewing feedlot operators.

A schedule of

questions was used to guide the interviews and record data relative to

1968 feeding operations.
Cattle fattening enterprises we re selec ted at random from a list

of beef feeders supplied by County Ext en sion Agents in Utah .

Li sts

were stra tified according to the approximate number of cattle fed

during 1968.

Tabl e 3 gives the location and size of the various oper-

ations surveyed.

The numb er of records obtained varied from county to

county with the largest number of interviews taking place in Box Eld e r,

Millard, and Sevier Counties.
Lamb fattening enterprises were selected at random from li sts of
operators provided by Extension Agents in nine major lamb feed counties

throughout the state.
inte rviewed.

Sevier County had the largest number of ope rators

One operation was included in the survey from Box Elder,

Cach e, and Uintah Counties, Tabl e 4.
When the collection of data was finished, the reco rd s were checked
and summa rized according to size groups.

Data were transfe rred to

tabulation sheets for calculating totals and averages for various costs
and returns.

9

It should be emphasized that all averages are for the samples only
and in no way are they attempts to estimate the population means.

Du e

to the sampling distribution, th e r e may be a bias since only a sma ll
propo rtion of the smaller operations were included in the s amples while
a large r percentage of the large r commercial-type operations were
included.

Tabl e 3.

Siz e dis tr ibution of cattle finishing feedlots in the sample by county, Utah , 1968

50 - 99

100-1 99

200-299

1

1
1

l

1

1

1

Number of he ad fe d
300-49 9
1000- 1999
500 -9 99

2000 & over

Total

County
Beaver
Box Eld e r
Ca che
Carb on
Davis
Eme r y
Iron
Ju ab
Millard
Piute
Rich
Salt Lake
San Juan
Sanpe t e
Sevie r
Too e l e
Uin t ah
Utah
Wasatch
Washington
We be r

Total

l

1
l

2
1

5
2

-

l

1

1

2

l

1
1

1

2

1

2
1

1
l
l

l

2

2

2

1

1

2

1

4

1

1
l

1

3

2

2
3

1

1

1

2
1

8

19

13

1

1

1

11
5
2
6
1
2
4
10

2
l

2

l

2

1

4
10
1
4
8

-

3

l
2

l

3
9

20

12

7

89

l

1

10

1

.....
0

ll

Table 4.

Size distribution of lamb fattening ope rations in the sample
by county, Utah, 19 68

Number of head fe d
2000-4999
5000 & ove r

1000-1999

Total

1
3

1
5

1
2
2

1
3
1
4
12

1
4

2
3

2

2

10

9

10

8

225 - 999
County
Box Elde r
Cache
Iron

Milla rd
Sanpete
Se vie r
Uintah
Utah
Wayne
Total

37

Se condary Data

Data fo r the dairy e nte rpri ses were taken from a study conducte d

by the Agricultural Economi cs Depa rtment.

Costs and return s f rom the

milking enterprise were obtained and analyzed under th e direction of

Profess or Earnes t M. Morrison and reported in a M.S . thesis by
Charles J. Palmer.

Th ese data were updat ed by means of 1968 price

ind ices and other in fo rma tion to make th em comparable to the prima ry

data used.
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ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION OF DATA
Thi s sec tion will be pres ent ed in four parts .

The fi rst pa rt

presents a de scription and analysis of costs, r ece ipt s, and net re turn

of cat tl e fattening enterprises .

The second and third parts present

simila r information for lamb fa tt ening and milk production ent e rpris es
respec tively.

The fou rth part compa r es measu r es of profi t ability fo r

the different ente rpri ses.

Ave rage budgets for each ma jor category are

included.
Cattle Fattening
Desc ription of cattle fa tt ening e nt e rpris es s tudi ed
Cat tl e feeding in Utah i s gene rally done on a supplementary and/or
complementary basis.

Feeding cattle provides a market for the ope ra-

tor's feed and at the same time in c reases t he eff ici ency in th e use of

labo r by utilizing excess l abor in the off season.

This excess labor

arises due to fluctuations in labor used in other ente rpri ses.

The

operator with a f i xed amount of labor can utilize the excess labor in

feedi ng ope r ations.

Feedin g ca ttle becomes a suppl ement ary operation

to other crops and/or livestock op e rations .
Some complementarity arises from use of cattle feeding by-products
if the ope rator is able to use the manu r e as fertilize r on the fields.
Si ze of e nterprise ranged f rom 25 head t o 10,000 head fed in a
year's time with an average of all lots in th e sample of 872.

Th e num-

ber of cat tl e fed which occurred the largest numb e r of times in th e
sample was 50 0 head.

For calcula tion purpo ses, the operator wh o fed

13
only 25 head was include d in the smallest size group being those feedlots whic h fi nished from 50 to 99 head per yea r.

More than 20 percent

of all operators interviewed fed over 1,000 head while ove r 50 percent
fed less than 500 head in a year's time.
Cattle fed were e ither raised or purchased through various marketing
agencies, Table 5.

Ope rators who fed only cattle raised on their fa r ms

or ranches accounted for 6.7 percent of all feedlots included in the
study .

Ope rators who purchased a portion of the cattle fed and combined

these wit h some they raised accounted for 38 percent of total interviews.

Tabl e 5.

Method of procurement of feeder cattle included in sample by
size group, Utah, 1968

Number of head fed

Raise d

Auction

Ord er

Perce nt

Pe rce nt

Percent

Perce nt

Direct

50 - 99

54.3

27.9

0.0

17 . 8

100-199

32.0

5.0

26 . 2

36.8

200-299

18.5

30 . 3

11.5

39.7

300- 499

21, . 4

32.5

24.4

18.7

500-999

14.8

17.8

33.0

34.4

1000-1999

4.0

26.7

39.0

30.3

2000 & over

1.8

28 .4

11 . 5

58.3

7.9

25.5

21.8

44.8

Average

Average weigh t of cattle entering th e feedlots was 615 pounds,
Tabl e 6 .

Average daily gain ranged from 1.8 to 2.9 pounds per day and

showed no r elationship to the size of feedlot.

Average gain amounted

14
to 2. 7 pounds pe r day for all f ini s hing operations.
Cattle we r e on feed an ave rage of 158 da ys with a range of 147 to
200 days for the va riou s s i ze groups .

Those size g ro ups with the highest

average daily gain we r e not the same group s that had th e lowest numb e r
of day s on feed due to di ffere nce s in the average we i ght at which catt l e
ent e r ed and l e ft the f eedyard s.

Ave rage weight of cat tle go ing to

s l aughte r was 1,043 pounds .

Tab l e 6.

Ave ra ge weight, daily gain, and days on feed for beef cattle
in sample by size group, Utah, 1968

Number of head
fe d

Ave ra ge days
on fee d

Ave rage in

Avera ge out

Average daily

weight

we ight

gain

Number

Numbe r

Pound s

Pound s

Pound s

50- 99

1 77

661

988

1.8

100-199

166

674

1053

2.3

200- 299

186

621

lOll

2.1

300- 499

200

58 1

1026

2. 2

500 - 999

181

563

1086

2.9

1000-1999

151

595

1039

2.9

2000 & ove r

147

622

1025

2.7

158

61 5

1043

2.7

Ave r age

Type of owne r s hip of f eedlot s varied considerably throughout the
s i ze g roups s tudie d.

Sing l e proprie tor sh ip was th e mos t common t ype

and accoun t e d f or 57 . 3 percent of all operations su r veyed, Table 7.
Partne r ships we r e second and account ed for 29.2 percen t .
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Tabl e 7 .

Type of ownership o f cattl e finishing opera t ions includ ed in
sample by size group s, Utah , 1968

Number of feedlots
Number of
head fed

Singl e
propr i e torshi p

Pa rtne rship

5

3

100-199

15

4

200 - 299

9

3

300- 499

4

6

500-999

12

5

3

4

3

4

2

3

26

11

50-99

1000 - 1999
2000 & over
Total

51

Cooperative

Corpor ation

Anal ysis of inputs
This s ubsec tion includes a brief di scussion of the major input
r e quirements of cattle fattening ente rpris es .
Capital r e quirement.

Capital re quirement for th e 8 9 ente rpr ises

surveyed which finish ed cattle averaged $28.18 per head fed 1 with a
range from $103.16 to $14. 34 per head .

The r e was an inve rse r e lation -

s hip between size of operation and investment per head.

c reased, investment per head continually dec rea sed.

As size in -

Smalle r lots with

investments of $103.16 per head fed had an investment pe r head capacity2

lrnvestment per head fed - Total dollar investme nt divided by
numbe r of head fed.
2rn ves tment per head capacity - Total dollar investment divid ed
by n umber of head th a t the lot can hold at one time.

16
of $68 .16.

All size groups with the exception of the large s t had an

i nves t men t pe r head higher than the investment per head capacity,

Tabl e 8.

Lots which fi ni shed 2,000 head or mo r e had $32.08 invested

per head capacity; but by using the lots more intensively, they were
able to r educe investment to $14.34 per head fed.

This size group was

the only one which fed more than capacity col l ectively as a g roup.

All

other groups had some operations which used their capacity at 100 per cent or greate r, Table 9.

Table 8.

Investment per head and per head capacity of cattle finishing
operation included in sample by size group, Utah, 1968

Investme nt per head

Investment per head

fed

capacity

$103.16

$68. 16

100-199

54.33

39. 59

200 - 299

45.49

22. 77

300-499

38.52

37 . 99

500 - 999

37.95

34.58

1000-1999

37 . 84

33.59

2000 & over

14.34

32 . 08

28 .1 8

33.43

Number of head
fed
50 - 99

Average

Comme rcial banks were th e major source of capital used to finish

cattle .

Ove r 43 percent of operators interviewed reported that commer-

cial banks were their most important source of capital.

Another 35

percent of the operators r eported that the majority of capital used in
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f at tenin g cattl e was the ir own, 1able 10.

Tabl e 9.

Use of capacity o f cattl e fattening operations sampled, Utah,
1968

Number of head fed

Under capacity

Number of feedlots
Capacity

Over capacity

50 - 99
100-199

10

4

200-299

5

4

300-499

4

5

500 - 999

10

1000-1999
2000

&

ove r

Total

5
4

0
37

4

6

6

24

25
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Table 10.

Major source of capital used in cattle finishing operations
sampled, Utah, 1968

Number of fee dlots
Number of head
fe d

Comme rcia l
bank

Production
credit

Own

Oth e r

Total

50 - 99

5

8

100-199

8

19

200- 299

5

3

5

l3

300-499

4

2

4

10

3

9

20

500- 999
1000-1999

5

4

2

12

32

5

89

2000 & over
To t al
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Feed requirement.

Of prime conce rn to most operators is the

l3

securing of sufficient and appropria t e feeds to inc r ease the weight and
value of the ca ttl e fed with th e l eas t amount of cost and effort in the
shortest amount of time .

Typical rations of beef cattle consists of

barley and/or wheat, alfal fa, corn silage, and beet pulp .
Labor requirement.

With capital and feed at an operato r's dis-

posal, his n ext majo r input is labor.

Op erations vary widely as to the

amount of l abo r u sed .
High er investment costs in the form of feede rs or mangers can
reduce labor requi r e men t signif i cantl y .

Organization of co rral s,

s hutes, buil dings , scales, and feed s tora ge facilities have a n effec t
on the labor requirement .
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No attempt was made to classify labor into its individual operations
and thus was presented as a single cost f igur e fo r eac h size group.

Analysis of costs
Feed cost.

Feed costs were the larges t single cost in all size

groups and accoun t ed for 79.3 pe rcent of total cos ts.

Feedlots, which

fe d from 50-99 head, had the highest feed cost per pound of gain,
Table 11 , but accoun ted for only 63.8 percent of total costs indicating
other costs higher than avera ge.

There was no observable relationship

between size of feed lot and feed costs.

Feedlots in the 500-999 head

size group had the lowest feed cost per pound of gain.

Ave rage feed

cost of all lots interviewed was $18.1 1 per hundred pounds of gain; or
based on the average gain of 428 pounds, feed costs amounted to $77 .5 1
per head fed.

Table 11.

Feed cost per hundred pounds of gain for yea rling beef
cattle included in sample, Utah, 1968

Number of hea d fe d
50-99

Doll ars pe r hundred pounds of gain
$20 . 68

100-199

18 . 34

200-299

19 . 23

300-499

19 . 06

500-999

17.01

1000-1999

17 . 79

2000 & over

18.40

Average

18.11
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Ba rl ey was the major constituent of the feed used.

Average amount

of barley fe d per head per day was 13.6 pounds at a cost of $.31, Table
12 .

Alfalfa cost accounted for only $ .0 3 per head per day.

Table 12.

Average comp osition of diet fed to cattle inc l uded in sample ,
Utah, 1968

Feed

Pounds consumed pe r day

Cost pe r da y

13.6

$.31

Wheat

.8

.02

Corn

.7

. 02

Beet pulp

2.5

.06

Alfalfa

2.1

.03

Si.lRge (corn)

1.9

.0 1

Suppl eme nt

.8

.04

Total

22.4

.49

Barley

Labo r cost.

There was an inverse relationship between size of

operation and l abor cost per pound of gain.

Labor cost decreased con-

sistently as size of operation increased, Table 13

Operato r s who fed

la rger numbers of catt l e we re able to increase their effic iency of labor
by handling a large r number of animals i n th e same amount of time as

small operato r s we re using.

Average l abo r cos t of all operations was

$.97 per hund r ed pounds of gain and accounted fo r 4.2 percent of total
costs .

Labor cost was the second la r ges t catego r y of cost in the two
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smaller size groups and th e third largest cos t in the remainde r of the
size groups.

Table 13.

Labor cost per hundred pounds of ga in for yearling beef
cattle inc lude d in sample, Utah, 1968

Dollars per hundred pounds of gain

Number of head fed

$3.25

50-99
100-199

2.21

200-299

1.30

300-499

1.17

500-999

. 99

1000-1999

.99

2000 & over

. 76
.97

Average

Overhead costs .

Overhead costs include charges fo r depreciation,

repair s, interest on operating an d fixed capital, taxes , and insurance .
Dep rec iation was charged on capital invested in building, corrals,
and e quipment.

Land values were exc luded from depreciation charges due

to appreciation i n value over the past several years .

Depreciation

charges were calculated by use of the straight line method and were
based on the ope rator 's estimated life of the asset.

Depreciation

charge per pound of gain decrease d significantly from the 50-99 head
lots to the 100-199 head size g roup- - a dec rease of $1 .54 per hundred
pounds of gain.

Co sts continued to decrease throu gh all size groups as

the size increased, Table 14.

Operators of lot s feeding over 2,0 00

Table 14.

Costs per hundred pounds of gain for yearling beef cattle included in sample, Utah, 1968

50 - 99

100-199

200-299

Item

Number of head fed
300 -49 9
500-999
1000-1999

2000 & over

Average

Dollars per hundred pounds of gain

Fixed costs

Depreciation
Taxes, insurancea

Int . on fixed cap.b
Total fixed costs

$ 2 . 40
. 24
1.68
4 . 32

$

.86
.12
.89
l. 87

$

. 75
.11
. 74
1. 60

$

. 72
. 09
. 63
1.44

.54
.09
.62
l. 25

.55
.09
.61
1. 25

1 . 17
.08
.37
.10
.26
.01
.67
1.40

.99
.10
.16
. 15
.20
.01
. 79
1.44

.99
.12
. 20
.28
.25
. 01
.60
1.40

$

.22
.03
.23
. 48

.46
.07
.46
.99

. 76
.11

.97
.11
.19
. 20
. 22
.01
.63
1.40

Nonfeed variable costs

Labor
Utiliti es
Fuel
Veterinary

Repair
Other
Death lossc
Int. on feed & ca ttl e d
Total non feed
variable costs
Feed costs
Total costs/hundred
lbs. of gain

l. 29

3.25
.11
.35
.29
.89
.01
.96
1.42

2. 21
.08
.09
.29
.35
.01
. 96
1.41

7.28

5.40

4.51

4.06

3 . 84

3.85

3.30

3.73

20.68

18.34

19 . 23

19.06

17.01

17.79

18.40

18 . 11

32.28

25.61

25:34

25.56

22 . 10

22.89

22.18

22.83

. 05
. 26
.17
.38
.01
. 95
1.40

. 13

.20
. 17
.01
.52
l. 39

~a xes and insurance figures at 1 pe rcent of present value .
brnte res t on fixed capital figured at 2 percent.

Cg30 -l b. animal multipli ed by percent death loss times $26/cwt. and divided by average gain of 428 lbs.
dseven percent per year interest on investment i n feeders at $26/cwt . and on cost of feed.

"'"'
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head had the smallest cost of $ . 27 per hundred pounds of gain.

Average

cost charged on depreciation amounted to $ . 46 per hundred pounds of
gain.
Repairs we re calculat ed on a flat rate of 2.0 percent on fixed
investment other than land.

Average cost of repairs ranged from $.89

to $ .1 7 per hundred pounds of gain fo r the various size groups with an
average of $.22.

The general trend of repair costs was to decrease as

the number of head increas ed.

There were bvo exceptions, both of minor

significance.

Interest on cattle and feed was calculated at 7.0 percent interest
for the time that cattle were in the feedlot.
amounted to $236.54 per bead.

Cost of cattle and feed

Int erest charges amounted to $.599 per

hea d or $1.40 pe r hundred pounds of gain.
Interes t on fixed capital was calculated at a rate of 7.0 percent

and amounted to an ave rage of $1.97 per head fed or $.46 per hundred
pounds gained.
Taxes and insurance were calculated at 1.0 percent of present value

of investment and averaged $.07 per hundred pounds gained or $.28 per
head.
When depreciation, repairs, taxes, insurance, and interest were

added together, overhead cost amounted to $2 . 61 per hundred pounds of
gain or $11.15 per head fed.
Power costs.

For the purpose of this study, power costs will i n -

clude utilities and fuel.

Combined they amounted to $.30 per hundred

pounds of gain with a range from $.17 to $.46.
ship between these costs and size of operations.

There was no relationThere was wide varia-

tion because some operators use very little electricity compared with
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others and/or the use of self - feeders or hand feeding reduced fuel e xpense compared with those using automatic feed trucks or se l f -unload ing

wagons.
Other costs.

Cost items included are veterinary services, medi-

cines, water, and death loss.

Costs fitting this category amounted to

$.84 per hundred pounds of gain on all operations studied.

Veterinary

and medicine accounted for nearly 25 percent and ranged from $ . 09 to
$.29 per hundred pounds of gain.

The largest portion of other cost

came in the form of death loss which ranged from $.52 to $ . 96 per hundred pounds of gain.
Total cost .

Total cost per hundred pounds of gain ranged from

$22.10 to $32.28 with an average of $22.83 per hundred pounds of gain.
Feed was by far the largest cost while labor and interest on operating
capital shared the largest nonfee d cost position.

Total cost of feed

per head averaged $97.69.

Analysis of receipts

Receip ts consisted of the value of cattle sold for slaughter plus
the value of the manure accumulated during the feeding period.

The major rec eipt was from the sale of fat cattle which amounted
to $271.18 per head.

This figure was calculated by multiplying the

average weight of slaughter animals, which was 1,043 pounds, by the
average market price of $26.00 per hundred weight.

This price was

obtained by averaging prices taken from the Market News Se rvi ce, 1968,
for the state of Utah.
Va lue of the cattle increased from the gain in weight and quality
and also from a slight price spread.

Average price paid fo r choice
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fee de r cattle was $25.86 per hundred weight.

This figure was multi -

plied b y the average weight of all cattle en t e ring the l ots, which was
6 15 pounds, to arrive at a cost of live stock purchased of $159 .03.

The

difference between the value of cattle s old a nd purchas ed was $112.15.
Total cost of gain of 428 pounds amoun t ed to $97.68 leaving a net of
$14 . 47 pe r head due to th e pr i ce spread.
Va l ue of the manure was also accredited t o the lives tock and

amoun t e d to $5 . 19 per head.

This value was a rr ived at by using es ti-

ma t es of Frank B. Morrison (5).

He estimated a 1,000-pound beef animal

wou ld produce 15 tons of manure per yea r .

He valued fat cattle manure

at $3.70 per ton on the basi s of fertilizer content.

A value of $2.00

was charged f or manure r e moval l eav ing a net value of $1.70 pe r ton
which was credited to the e nte rprise.

Valu e of th e manure was also

adjusted since th e average weight of an animal in th e lot was 830
pounds, not 1,000, and the average feeding period was 158 day s rath e r
than a fu ll ye ar .

This value was then added to p rimary receipts

($271.18 + 5 . 19) to bring total r eceip ts to $276 . 37 .
Oft en the fu l l value of the manure i s not realized due to a man -

agement problem of disposing of the manu re.

It could even bec ome a

cost item if no land is available on which to spread such fertilizer .

Net return.

Ne t r e turn was the n calculated by s ubtracting th e

to ta l co s t of $256.72 from the total r ece ipts of $276.37 to provid e a
net r e turn of $19. 65 per head fed, Tabl e 15.
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Table 15.

Average rece ipts, costs , and ne t re turn for cattle fat t e nin g

enterprises included in sample, Utah, 1968

Units

Quantit y

Pr ima r y produc t

lbs .

Manure

tons

1043
3.05

Pr ice

Amount

$26 . 00
l. 70

$271.18
5.19

Rece ipt s

$276.37

Total r eceip ts

Costs
Fixe d costs
1. 97
1.97
. 28

De preciation

Int. on f ixed capital
Taxes, insurance
Var iabl e costs

Feed
Labor

2.8

hrs.

1. 50

Vet. & medicine

Utilities
Fuel
Repairs
Int. on operating capital

Oth er
Death loss
Cattl e pur chased

lbs.

615

25.86

77 . 51
4.15
. 85
.47
.81
.94
5.99
.04
2.70
159 . 04

Total cost

$256.72

Net r e turn

$ 19 .65
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Lamb Fattening
Description of lamb fattening enterprises studied

Most of the farmers interviewed for this portion of the study fed
on a suppl ementary and/or complementary basis similar to cattle feeding
operations.

Feeding lambs provided a market for home grown feeds al-

though many feeders had to purchase additional feed.

More than 25 per-

cent of the operators contacted fed only lambs that they had raised.
An additional 50 percent of the operators interviewed fed some homerai sed lambs.

This is not to imply that most of the lambs fed were

fed by the original owner.

Ove r 60 percent of lambs fed and included

in this s tudy were purchased, not ra ised by the feeder.
also provides a market

~or

Lamb feeding

the operator ' s labor during the wint e r

season.

Size of the enterprises ranged from 225 head to 12,000 head of
lamb fed in a year ' s time.

head.

Avera ge size of all operations was 2,875

About 65 percent of the operators fed less than 2,875 head per

year while nearly 25 percent fed over 5,000 head.

Di stribution of the

sample was bimodal with the same number of operators feeding 1,000 and
5,000 head.
Average weight of lambs entering the feedlot was 79.9 pounds,
Table 16.

Average daily gain ranged from .273 to .385 pound with th e

average being .356 pound per day.
81 days.

Average feeding period consisted of

Ope rations which fed 5,000 head and over had the lowest

average number of days on feed (76 days) and at the same time had lambs
gaining the largest amount of weight (29 . 3 pounds) giving them the highest average daily gain of . 385 pound.

Farmers who fed between 1,000 and
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l,999 head r eq uired an average of 104 days feeding period and had the
lowest gain per da y of .2 73 pound.

Average weight of lambs so ld fo r

slaughte r ranged from 107.5 to 109 . 3 pounds with the average being
108.8 pounds per lamb.

Table 16.

Average weight, daily gain, and days on feed of lambs
inc lud ed in sample by size group, Ut ah, 1968

Avg . in
weight

Avg. out
weight

Avg. daily

Total

gain

gain

Number

Pounds

Pounds

Pound

Pounds

80

81.8

109.3

.343

27.5

1000-1999

104

79.0

107.5

. 273

28 . 4

2000-4999

85

80.1

108.5

.337

28.7

5000 & over

76

79.9

109.2

.385

29.3

81

79.9

108.8

.356

28.9

Avg . days
on feed

Si ze

225-999

Average

The majority of the operations were managed by a single owner.

This type of ownership accounted for 68 percent of all op e rations
s tudied .

Partnerships were the second largest type of ownership and

included 18.5 percent of the operations.

Corporations and coope rat ives

accounted for 10. 5 and 2.6 percent respe ctively, Table 17.
Analysis of inputs
This subsection presents a brief discussion of the major input
requirements of lamb fattening enterprises.

Capital requirement.

Fixed capital in land, buildings, and equip -

ment amount ed to an average of $7,650.72 invest e d per ent e rprise or
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Table 17.

Type of ownership of lamb fattening operations inc luded in
sample by size group, Ut ah, 196 8

Ownership

225-999

Number of head fe d
1000-1999
2000-4999

5000 & over

Number of feed lots
Single proprietor

10

6

5
2

Partner

Cooperative

2

Corporation

Total

10

$2.59 per head fed, Table 18 .

9

10

8

Average investment per he ad decreased as

siz e of operation increased wi th one exception , that being in the group

which feed between 2,000 and 4,999.

Investment in corrals and mangers

accounted fo r a large r portion in this group than others due to several
ope rato rs reporting large amounts of capital

invest~d

in these items.

Inves tment for operators who fed ove r 5,000 head was l ess than 50 percent of the investment reported by feeders of 225-999 lambs per yea r.
When investment per he ad capacity was calcula te d, there was not as
much variation.

Average investment per he ad capacity wa s $2 . 73 which

was slightly higher than investment per head fed.

Only those op e rator s

who fed over 5,000 head were uti l izing the ir full capa city .

The other

three g roups wou ld need to expand operations in order to utilize patential capacities.

Feed e rs of over 5,000 head were , the r efo re, the only

group who had a lowe r investment pe r head fed than investment on a capa-

city basis.
Commercial banks supplied the majority of capi tal for over 70
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percent of the operators interviewed.

Oth er sources includ e d production

credit associations and the operator 's own capital.

Table 18.

Investment per head and per head capacity of lamb operations
studied by size group, Utah, 1968

Number of head
fed

Pe r head fed

Per capacity

Total invested

$4.52

$2.84

$ 16,626

1,847

1000-1999

2.97

2.36

33,484

3, 720

2000-4999

3.26

3.13

93,436

10,382

5000 & over

2.03

2.56

108,928

15,561

2.59

2. 73

252,474

7,651

225 - 999

Average

Feed requirement.

Average

Ope rators who feed lambs seek to increase their

weight at the lowest possible cost.

Cost of feed is one of the most

important factors affecting a feeding operation.

Availability of feed

is also an important factor.

Rations used to fatten lambs consisted mainly of barley , alfalfa,
and dried beet pulp.

There were some operators who substituted other

feeds .
Labor requirement.

Labor is an important input in fattening lambs.

All labor was charged at th e same rate of $1.50 per hour regardless of
who provided the labor- - hired help, family, or operator.
feeding influenced th e amount of labor required.
capital invested and arrangement of facilities.

Method of

The same was true of
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Analysis of costs
Feed cost .

Feed cost was th e largest single cost of all enter-

prises and accounted for 79.4 percent of the total cost.

Feed cost per

hundred pounds of gain averaged $20.10 for all en terpr ises studied,
Tabl e 19 .

Feeders who fed 2,000 to 4,999 head had the lowest feed cost

per hundred pounds of gain which amounted to $18.30.
apparent relationship between feed costs and size .

There was no
Operators who fed

1,000-1,999 head had the largest cost, $22.90 per hundred pounds of
gain.

Average feed cost per lamb fed amounted to $5 . 81 for all enter-

prises studied or $16,700 per ente rpri se.

There was an average gain of

28.9 pounds per lamb fed .

Tabl e 19.

Feed cost per hundred pounds of gain for lambs included in
sample by size group, Utah, 1968

Number of head fed

Cost per hundred pounds of gain

225 - 999

$18.7

1000-1999

22.9

2000-4999

18.3

5000 & over

20 . 3

Average

20.1

Average composition of th e diet used to fatten lambs consisted of

1 . 5 pounds of alfalfa, 1.5 pounds of barley, .25 pound of beet pulp,
and trace minerals and vitamins, Table 20.
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Table 20.

Average composition of diet fed to lambs included in sample,
Utah, 1968

Feed

Pounds per day

Daily cost

Alfalfa

1.5

$.017

Barley

1.5

.034

.25

Beet pulp

. 005

Vitamins & minerals

.001

(trace )
Total

$.057

Labor cost .

Labor cost was the largest nonfeed cost it em and thus

the second largest cost item to the enterprise.

Ave rage labor cost was

$1.24 per hundred pounds of gain or $.36 per lamb fed.

Labor cost

decreas ed continually as the size of the operation increased.

feeders had the largest labor cost.

Smaller

Thos e operators who f ed from 225

to 999 head had an average labor cos t of $2.36 per hundred pounds of
gain or $.65 per head.

Costs pe r hundred pounds of gain decreased

slightly to $2.32 for the op erator feeding 1,000-1,999 lambs.

Cost

per head for this group was $ .6 6 due to a longer period on feed .

The

decrease was much more sign ificant for th e larger groups of 2,000-4,999
and 5,000 hea d and over, being $1.24 and $.97 per hundred pounds of gain
resp ec tive ly.

Cost per head fed was $.36 and $.28 for these larger size

groups respectively, Table 21.
Overhead costs.
repai~s,

Ove rhead costs include charges for depreciation,

interest on operating and fixed capital, taxes, and insuranc e.
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Table 21.

Labor cost per hundred pounds of gain for lambs included in
sample by size group, Ut ah, 19 68

Per hundred pounds of gain

Per head fed

$2.36

$ . 65

1000- 1999

2.3 2

. 66

2000- 4999

1.24

.36

.99

. 28

1.24

.3 6

Si ze

225 - 999

5000 & ove r
Ave rage

De preciation was tak en on all capital invested in buil dings, corral s, and e qu ipme nt .

No deprec iation was taken on land value .

Lambs

we r e also e xcluded because of their i ncreased value due to the feeding
operation.

Depreciat ion was calcula ted using t he estimate d life of the

investmen t and averaged $.24 per lamb fed.

Op e rator s wi th high invest -

ment pe r head consequently had high depreciation cost s per head.

Th e

relationship of size and depreciation was simila r to size and inves tment

pe r hea d.

The amount charged for dep reciat ion va ri e d from $.39 pe r

head for feede r s of 225-999 head to $.18 pe r head for operations which
fed ove r 5 ,000 head.
Repa irs were calcula t ed on a fla t rat e of 2 . 0 percent of in itial
inves tment i n f ixed investment other than land and ac counted for $.08

per head.

Cost of r epa irs ran ge d f rom $.16 per head t o $ .05 per head

fo r th e smal l est and la r gest size g r oups r es pec tively.
Int e r es t on lamb s and feed was calculate d a t 7.0 pe rcent for three
months on cost of lambs and value of f eed r e quired .
val ue o f fee d amount ed to $25.24 per head.

Co st of lambs and

Interest cha r ges amounted
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to $.42 per head or $1.45 per hundred pounds of gain, Tabl e 22.
cost was e ntered at a single rate in all s i ze op e ration s .

This

Interest on

fixed capital was charged at the rate of 7 . 0 percent and amounted to
$.18 per head fe d.

Tabl e 22.

Co sts pe r hundred pounds of gain for lambs included in
sample by size group, Utah, 1968

Item

Number of head fed
100020005000 &
1999
4999
over

225 999

Average

Fixed costs
Dep recia tion
Taxes, ins. p

In t. on fixed cap. b
Total fixed cos t s

. 96
.10
.73
1. 79

1.07
. 11
.80
1 . 98

2.36
.11
. 15
.3 1

2.32
. 22
.32
. 21

1.45
. 59
.07
.09

1.42
. 16
1.11
2 . 69

62
. 07
.48
1.17

.83
.07
.62
1. 53

1. 24
.11
.14
.52

.97
.1 0
. 12
.32

1. 25
.13
.15
.31

1.45
.38
.07
.10

1.45
.38
. 07
. 06

1.45
. 18
. 07
. 07

1.45
.28
.07
.07

5 . 13

5 .0 7

3.97

3.28

3 . 71

18.90

22.90

18 . 30

20 . 30

20.10

$26.72

$29.76

$24 . 25

$24 .75

$25.33

$

$

Variab l e costs
Labor
Ut ilities
Fu e l
Vet. & medi cine
Int . on lambs &
feedc
Repai rs

Water
Death loss d
Total variable
costse

Feed costs
Total cost

~x , insu r ance figures at 1 pe r cent of average p res ent value .
brwo percent pe r year interes t on fixed investment.
<s even pe rce nt per year interest on lambs and feed, 3-mon th period.

dLoss/head times number of head l ost/to t al number of po~nds gained .
"Total variable costs excluding feed costs .
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Ques t i on s we re included in th e survey concerning taxe s and insuranc e, but ve ry few responses we re obtained .

A cost of 1 . 0 pe rce nt was

ther e fore charged a gainst the operation for taxes and insurance and

amounted to $.02 per head.
Wh en depreciation, repairs, interest, taxes, and insurance were

added toget he r, overhead costs amounted to $.91 per lamb fed or $3.14
per hundred pounds gained.
Power costs.

Power costs for the purpose of this study included

utilities and fuel and amounted to $.08 per head fed.

These comb in ed

costs ranged from $.07 to $.16 r espective l y for the size groups of
5,000 and over and 1,000 to 1,999 head .

This large spread resulted

from some operators using very littl e elect ricity, phone, or fuel while
others us e d a substantial amount.
Other costs .

Items include d in th is classification include veteri-

nary services, medicines, water, and death loss .
amounted to $.13 per he ad fed.

These othe r costs

Veterinary and medicine expense ac-

counted for nearly 70 percent of total material costs of $.09 per head.
Veterinary and medicine expense ranged from $.21 to $ . 52 pe r hundred
pounds of gain.

Op era tors with the lowest veterinary and medicine e x-

penses had the highest average death loss of 2.4 percent, which amounted
to a cos t of $.10 per hundred pounds of gain.

Those feeders who fed

between 2 ,000 and 4,999 head had the highest veterinary exp e nse of $ . 52
per hundred pounds of gain and the lowes t death lo ss of only $.06 per
hundred pounds of gain or 1. 5 percent death loss .
Total cost.

Average total cost per hundred pounds of gain amounted

to $25.33 with a range of $24.25 to $29.76.

The grou p of operators who

had the lowest total cost per pound of gain fed from 2,000 to 4,999 head
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while those who fed from 1,000 to 1,999 head had th e highest total cost.
The majority of the difference ,;as caused by higher feed costs of $22.90
per hundred pound s of gain compared with $18.30 fo r the low cost g roup .

Analysis o f receipts
Rece ipts, as calculated f or this s tudy, ,;ere de ri ved direc tly fro m
the sale of lambs and indirectly f ro m the value of manure produc ed.
The ma jor receipt was from the sale of lambs which amount ed to
$28.15 per head.

Average pr ic e received for fat lambs ,;as obta in ed by

averaging the p rices paid for fat lambs in Utah taken f r om the Marke t
News Service, 1968.

This price of $25.87 pe r cwt . was then multip li ed

by the average weigh t of l ambs leaving the feed l ots which was 108.8
pounds.

Increase in the value of the lambs r esulted from an increase

in weight and a pr ice s pr ead between th e pric es of feeder lambs and
slaugh t er lamb s.
per cwt .

The average price paid fo r feede r l ambs was $24.35

Sub tracting th is price f r om the s l aughte r pri ce of $25.87

results in a ma r gin of $1.52 pe r cwt.

The difference between ave r age

total cost of lambs and the ave r age value when sold for slaughte r
amounted to $8.70 .

Value of the average gain of 28 . 9 pounds contributed

$7.48 or 85 . 7 pe rc ent of the increase.

Th e di ffe r e n ce of $1.22 was due

to the pric e s pread.
Manure was value d at $.66 pe r he ad.

Thi s v a lue was calculated by

taking 7 .5 tons of manure produced per 1,000 pounds of body weight as
estima t ed by Frank B. Morri s on (5) or appro ximate l y . 75 ton per lamb/year.
The average numbe r of days on feed was 81 days, not 365, so only this
pe r centage was used giving us 332 pounds of manure per lamb.

Manure

was va l ued by Morri son ( 5) according to nutri e nt s ob t ained at $5.99
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per ton.

A charge of $2.00 per ton was taken from this as a charge for

manure r emoval leaving th e value of $3.99 pe r ton spread on the fie ld s .
Price per ton was then multiplied by numbe r of tons produced per lamb
to obtain the $.66 per head .
Dir ec t r ece ipts of $28.15 and indirect receipts of $.66 were th en
added to give the total receipts o f $28.81 per lamb fed, Tabl e 23.
Ne t return.

Net return was calculated by subt ractin g total costs

per lamb from total receipts .

Total r eceip t s amounted to $28 . 81 while

total costs we re $26.75 leaving a ne t r e turn of $2.06 per lamb fed.
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Tabl e 23.

Average r e ce ipt s , costs, and ne t return for lamb fattening
op e rations incl uded in sampl e, Utah, 1968

Units

Quantity

Pri ce

Amount

108.8
. 165

$25.87
3.99

$28. 15
.66

Re ce ipt s
Primary product

lbs.

Manure

tons

$28 . 81

Total r ece ipts
Costs
Fixed costs
De preciation

Int. on fixed capi tal
Faxes, insu ranc e

dol.
dol.

2.59
2.59

7%
1%

hrs.

. 24

1.50

.24
. 18
.02

Variabl e costs
Feed
Labor
Ve t. & medicine
Utiliti es & fuel
Repai r s
Int. on ope rating capital
Wat e r

Dea th loss
Lamb purch ased

lbs.

79 . 9

24 . 35

5 . 81
. 36
.09
.08
.08
.42
.02
.0 2
19 . 43 '

Total cost

$26. 7 5

Net r e turn

$ 2.06
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Milk Production
Data for this section were obtained from secondary sources .

Desc'ription of the enterprise studied
Palmer's (6) study included 91 commercial operations.

All were

members of the Dairy Herd Improvement Association producing milk on a
Grade A basis.

Man y of the dairies, both in his study and throughout

Ut ah, are complementary operations.

Many dairymen raise large amounts

of feed and use their dairy herds to market this feed .

The milking

enterprise also allows for a means of marketing a large portion of the
operator's labor.
Average size of da iry herds in Utah was around 31 cows as reported
by John J. Barnard, Extension Dairyman, U.S . U.
amounted to 10,470 pounds of milk per cow .

Average product ion

This figure was obt ained

from data published by the Statistical Reporting Service, Salt Lake City.
Analysis of inputs
A b r ief discussion o f the major input requirements will be presented.
Capital requirement .

Milk production enterprises require a large

capital investment in land, buildings, and milking equipment.

Secondary

data show that an average of $2 20.11 was investe d in land, buildings,
and equipment per cow.

This investment ranged from $301 per cow for

the smaller size herds to $200 for herds of 50 or more cows, Table 24.
As size of herd increased, investment per cow in buildings and equipment consistently decreased .

There were no data available to indicate

the potential capacity of t he various size operations or the source of

capital presently used by the operator.
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Table 24 .

Investment per dairy cow included in study conducted in
Utah, 1967

Dollar inves tme nt per cow in building
and e quipment

Numbe r of cows per herd
Less than 35

$301

35-49.9

218

50 or more

200

All herds

220

Sourc e:

Cost and Net Return from Milking Ent e rpri se on Select ed
D, H,I . A. Farms in North e rn Utah, 1965.

Fee d r e quirement.

prise.

Feed was a ma jor input in the mi l king e nt e r -

Cows continu ally had to be fed even thoug h they we re nonprodu c-

tive for a pe riod betwee n lac tat ion s.

th e fee d r e quired.

Good quality was essen tial

in

Cured alfalfa ha y made up the major portion of the

roughage whil e barley was the main concentrate used.

Herds were pas-

tured during the summer, but mos t operators fe d some hay in conjunction

with pasture or g r een chop.

Silage was also fe d in many of the mil ki ng

e nterprises.

Labor requi rement.

Th e milking e nt e rpr ise requires con sistent

la bo r t hroughout the year.

Labor i s genera ll y performed by th e ope r a-

tor and his family although seve r al en t e rpri ses hired some labor.
Analysis of costs
Feed cost .

Fee d cos t s were the larges t cost item and amounted to

$243.51 pe r cow or an average of $2.32 per hundred pounds of milk pro d uced.

Major fee d s we re alfalfa, hay, and concentrat es.

Hay accounted

for 43 . 2 percent of total feed cos t s while concentrates represented
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31.6 pe rcent, Table 25.

Other feeds included silage, green chop or

pasture , and minerals.

Table 25 .

Amount and cost of feed per cow and per 100 pounds of mi lk,
Utah, 1968

Pounds fed
per cow/year

Cost/cowa

Hay

9697

$105.26

$1 . 005

43.2

Barley

3583

77.03

.735

31.6

Silage

9020

36.53

.349

15.0

1720

22.66

. 126

9.3
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2.03

.01 9

.8

$243.51

$2.323

100.0

Feed

per year

Cost/100 lbs.a
Percent of
of milk
total feed cost

Pasture or

green chop
Minerals

Total

acosts are updated to 1968 by means of price indices.
Sourc e : Cost and Net Return from Milking Enterprise on Selected
D.H.I . A. Farms in Northern Utah, 1965.

Labor cost .

Labor cost constituted 16 pe rc e nt of total cost of

producing market milk.

A uniform wage rate of $1.50 1 an hour was

charged for all labor and was obtained from empirical data.

Ave ra ge

labor required was 53.6 man hours per cow per ye ar at a cost of $80.40
per cow.

This amounted to $.77 per hundred pounds of milk produced.

Over 50 percent of the labor r equired was used in the actual milking
operation.

1The wage of $1.50 an hour was obtain ed from p rimary data collected
in both the cattle and l amb fat t ening enterprises. This was the average
wage rate paid .
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Overhead costs.

Costs he re include depreciation, repairs, inter-

est on fixed and operating capital, taxes, and in su ran ce.

These combined

costs amounted to $110.20 pe r cow or $.95 per hundred pounds of milk
p roduced.

Ove rh ead costs accounted for 19 . 8 percent of total costs.

De preciation was the larges t overhe ad cost and amounted to $47.59
or 9.5 perc ent of total cos t s .

Interest on operat ing capital was

charged at 7.0 percent and accounted for $35 . 63.

Th is figure may be

reduced in many cases due to th e nature of receip ts.

Payme nt s were

received f rom milk every two weeks and thus capital n eede d to invest in

fee d could have been reduced if it were possible to buy feed at regular
inte rvals.

Howeve r, since some feed was home raised and had to be

sto re d and some purchased, in te res t was charged on the f ull va lue of

fee d consumed during a year .
Re pairs, taxes and insurance, and inte res t of fixe d capital amounted

to $5.89 , $5 . 69, and $5.40 per cow r espective l y.

Re pair s were calculated

at 2 percent of investment while t axes and insurance were taken from
secondary s ourc es .
Material costs .

Cost s include d in this catego r y we re tractor and

truc k e xpense, breeding fees, utilities, ve t e rinary and medicine expense,
sanit at ion supplies, and water costs.

Tractor and truck expens e was by far th e larges t of these costs
a mounting to $18.87.

Thi s was 3 . 7 pe rce nt of total costs.

Breeding fees amoun t ed to an average of $8.08 pe r cow.

Cost s of

artificial ins e mination ranged from $6 .50 to $10 . 00 per head .
Utilitie s included e l ectricity and phone and amount ed to $6.69 pe r
cow per yea r while vete r inary and me dicine cos ts were $6.28 .
Sanitation suppl ies such a s soap, di sinfec tants , and bru shes used
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for cleaning both barns and cows averaged $4.48 per cow.

Water used

both for cleaning purpos es and stock amounted to $1.07 per cow per year.
All costs included in this section totaled $46.57 and accounted
for 9.3 percent of total costs of producing milk.
Other costs.

Costs not included in the other sections included

costs of haulin g milk, health inspection, and A.D,A. 1 fees.
hauling milk averaged $26.42 per cow .

Cost of

Thi s varied per hundred pounds

of milk depending on the distance the milk had to be haul ed.
accounted for 5.3 percent of total costs.

Hauling

Health inspection and A.D.A.

fees accounted for $1.49 and $4.45 per cow respectively, Table 26.
Total cost.
cow.

Total cost of th e milking en terprise was $502.10 per

Nearly 65 pe rcent of the costs were feed and labor costs .

Oth er

variable and fixed costs accounted for the remainder.

Analysis of rece ipts

Major r eceipts came from the sale of milk.
milk was $5.02 per cwt.
pounds, Tabl e 26.

Average price of all

Average production sold per cow was 10,120

Total receipts from milk sold was $508.02 or 89 per-

cent of total rec eipts.

Othe r receipts included v alue of the calves,

milk used on the f arm, and the value of the manure.
averaged $32.31 for the study conducted in 1967.
used in 19 68.

Value of the calves

This same valu e was

Value of milk used on the farm was $15.82 .

This milk

was used either by the farm family or fed on the farm.
Manure credits amounted to $9.75 per cow.

This figure was obtained

by multiplying 15 tons as estimated by Frank B. Morrison (5) by $.65
pe r ton which was the difference between the value and th e cost of
lA.D.A. fees are American Dairy Association fees.
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Table 26.

Average receipts, costs, and net return per cow for milking

operations, Utah, 1968

Units

Quantit y

Price

Amount

$5.02

$508.02
32.31
15 . 82
9.75

Receipts
Primary product
By-products
Milk used on farm

cwt.

101.2
. 175

cwt .

4 . 52

Manure

Total receipts

$565.90

Costs
Fixed costs
7%

47.59
15.40
5.69

7%

243.57
80 .40
6.28
6.69
18.87
5.89
35 . 63
8.08
26 . 42
5 58
4.45
1.49
1. 07

Depreciation

Int. on fixed capital

dols.

220

Taxes, insurance

Variable costs
Feed
Labor
Vet. & medicine

Utilities
Tractor & truck expense
Repairs
Int. on operating capital
Breeding fees
Hauling
Sanitation supp lies

A. D. A, fees
Health inspection
Water

dols .

243 . 57

Total cost

$513.10

Net return

$ 52 . 80
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spreading the manure.

Net return.

Net return was calculated by subtract ing the total

cost from the total receipts and amounted to $52 . 80 per cow or $ . 61
per hundred pounds of milk.

Comparison

This part will deal with measu res of comparison to indicate under

what condition the selected enterprises are profitable and which ente rprise is more profitable .

Lambs had the h ighest net return per $100 worth of feed fed and
amounted to $35.46.

Cattle f attening was second with a net return of

$25.35 while dairy accounted for only $21.68.
Return to l abor was calculated by adding labor cost and net r e turn
and dividing this total by the number of hours required per head.
had the highest retu r n to labor and amounted to $10 . 08 per hour.

Lambs
Cattle

fattening was second and could pay $8 . 50 per hour of labor while milk
production wou l d be able to pay only $2.49 per hour of labor .

Labor

re quirements were .24 hour per lamb, 2.8 hours per beef animal, and

53.6 hours per dairy cow.

An operator may choose dairy over lambs or

beef in an attempt to market more of his available labor .
Another measure of comparison is net return per $100 invested in

fixed assets.

Fixed investmen t was highest for the milking enterprise.

Investment per cow was $220.00 representing a high investment compared
to the others.

Cattle fatt ening had the second highest investment of

$28.18 per head fed .

Lambs had the lowest investment of $2.59 per head

fud.
Return per $100 invested in fixed assets was highest for lamb
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fattening and amounted to $79 . 54 .

Beef was second with a return of

$69.73, and milk production was last with a low of $24 . 00 per $100
invested.
Another measure to us e in compar i son is feed cost as a percent of

total cost.

Lambs had the highest percentage feed cost at 79.4 percent.

This means that for every $100 of total cost, feed co s t amounted to
$79.40.

Cattl e fattening was second with 79.3 percent of total cost

attributable to feed costs .

Milk production feed costs accounted for

only 47.5 percent of total costs.
Cattle fattening could pay as high as $22.70 per hundred pounds of
gain for feed.

This represents an increase of $4 . 59 per hundred pounds

of gain .
Lamb fattening could bid the price of fee d up to the point that
feed costs were $27.23 per hundr ed pounds of gain .

This is an increase

of $4.73 per hundred pounds of gain over the present feed cost of $20.10
pe r hundred pounds gained .
Feed cost for milk production presently amounts to $2.33 per cwt .
Costs of feed could increa se to $2 .83 per cwt

of milk without causing

a ne ga tive ne t return and represents an increase of $ . 50 in feed costs

per cwt. of milk produced.
Assuming all costs of feed are constant excep t barley and alfalfa,
beef cattle could bid the price of alfalfa the highest while lambs
could pay the highest price for ba rl ey.

Beef cattle could pay as high

as $32.00 per ton fo r alfalfa and $2.60 per cwt. for barley and still
cover all costs of production.

Lambs could afford to be fed if a l falfa

cost was $30.60 per ton and barley $3 . 13 per cwt.

Da iry could pay only

$28.00 per ton fo r alfalfa and $2.76 per cwt. for barley .

Limiting
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prices for feed for the dairy ente rprise are based on a milk price of

$5.02 per cwt.

I f it is assumed that all milk is r e duce d to only Grad e

A milk at a price of $5.48 per cwt . , then milk ing ente rprises could pay
$35.60 for alfalfa and $3.34 per cw t. for barley.
Another measure useful for comparison is price of the product.

At

costs presented in this study , the price of each product could drop
without causing net re turn to drop below zero .

Pric e of fat cattle

could drop to $24.12 from the figure used in this study of $26.00.

At

current cost a positive ne t re turn will th e n result from any price

above $24.12 per cwt.
Lamb price could drop to a low of $23.98 per cwt. and still cover
all costs of production.

Milk e nterpris es could get as low as $4.35

pe r cwt. of milk without causing net re turn to be below zero .

Data collected and used for this study indicates that r eso urces
should be flowing into lamb fatteni ng and beef fattening op e rations
before resources are allocated to dairy operation s.

of Utah th e opposite has been tru e.

Yet, in the state

Reso urc es tend to be allocated to

dairy , beef , and lamb en t e rpr ises in reve r se order to net re turns as
indicate d in this study.

Factor s other than profit maximization

appa re ntl y influence farmer's decisions re lative to allocation of capi -

tal to feeding enterprises .
One of the most important of these factors is price stability.
Th e coefficient of variation fo r prices was calculated for the three

e nterprises.
years .

Dairy product prices varied th e least over the last ll

Th e coefficie nt of variation fo r dairy products was 86.7 .

The

amount of variation in fat cattle prices was greater than for dairy

products wi th a coefficient of 109.9.

Fat lamb prices had the greatest
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amount of variation with a coefficient of 136.2 .

Thus, while lambs

were the most profitable in 1968, uncertainty involved in price fluc-

tuations was also high.
Another inf l uen ce on decision making is sociological factors.

An

operator may choose a less profitable enterprise simply because of
personal reasons, a great like or dislike of a particular enterprise.
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SUMMARY
Enterprises selected for this study included cattle fattening,
lamb fattening, and milk producti on .

Data fo r the cattle fattening

enterprise were obtained from 89 operato r s who finished cattle .

Size

of op e rations varied from 25 head to 10,000 head fed per year with an
av e rage of 872 head per lot.
lots was 615 pounds.

Average weight of cattle entering the

After 15 8 days on feed at an average daily gain

of 2 .7 pounds, cattle were sold for slaughter at an average weight of
1,043 pounds.
Feed was the largest item of cost of fin ishing beef catcle.

Fee d

cost amounted to $18.11 pe r hundred pounds of gain or an average of
$77.51 pe r head fed based on 1968 prices.

This represented over

79 percent of all costs exclud ing the purchase price of feeder cattle.
Labor r e quired to finish cattle was 2 . 8 hours per head .

Cost of labor

was $.97 per hundred pounds of gain or $4 15 per head fatcened.
Interest on operating capital was another majo r cost of cattle

fattening and exceeded labor cost on a per head basis .

~. is

cost

amounted to $1.40 per hundred pounds of gain or $5 99 per head fed.
Total cost of fattening cat tle was $22.83 per hundred pounds of
gain or $97.69 per head .

Of this amount, fee d costs represented

79.3 percent; labor costs accounted for 4.2 percent; overhead charges
were 11.5 percent; othe r costs were 3.7 percent and power cost rep re-

sented 1.3 pe rcent.

Exclud e d in the above cost was the purchase price

of the feeder cattle which amounted to $159.03 per head or $25.86
per cwt.
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Gross receipts amounted to $276 . 37 per head .
sold was $271 .1 8 per head.

Receipts for cattle

Manure value made up the difference of

$5.19 per head.
Net ret urn, which is the difference between gross receipts and

total costs (including purchas e price), was $19.65 per head fed.
Dat a for the lamb fattening ente rprise s were obtained from 37
operators who fattened lambs in dry lots .

Size of lamb operations

surveyed range d from 225 head to 12,000 head per lot per year.
size of operation was 2,875 head per lot .

Average

Lambs gained an average of

.356 pound per day increasin g their weight from 79 . 9 pounds to 108 . 8
pounds during an 81 - day period .
Feed was the largest cost of fa ttening lambs if the purchase cost
of lamb was exc luded.

Feed costs amounted to $20.10 per hundred pounds

of gain and averaged $5 . 81 per head fed .

Labor required to fatten

lambs was .24 hour per head at a cost of $ . 36 per head.
amounted to $1.24 per hundred pounds of gain.

Labor cost

Interest on operating

capital was also a major expense in lamb fattening and was th e second
largest cost per head.

Co st of interest on operating capital was

$1.45 per hundred pounds of gain or $.42 per head.
Total cost of lamb fattening excluding purchase cost of feeder
lambs was $7.19 per head or $25.33 per hundred pounds of gain.

A

breakdown of total cost showed that 79.4 percent were feed costs; labor
costs accounted for 4.9 percent; overhead costs were 12.8 percent;
other costs accounted for 1. 8 percent and power costs represente d 1.1

percent.

Purchase pric e of fee der lambs was $24.35 per cwt. or $19.43

per head.
Gross receipts were $28.81 per head

Included in gross receipts
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were receipts from lambs of $28.15 and manure credit of $.66 per head
f~.

Net return, calculated by subtracting total costs including pur chase price from gross receipts, amounted to $2.06 per head .
Data for the mi l king enterprises were taken from secondary sources

and updated by means of price indices and other information.

Major

emphasis was placed on a study conducted by the Agricultural Economics
Department at Utah State Unive rsity ( 4 ).
operations.

The study included 91 commercial

Average size of milking he rds was 31 cows.

Average pro-

duction per cow was 10,470 pounds.
Feed costs we r e the la r ge category of costs and amounted to $2.32
per 100 pounds of milk produced or $243.57 per cow per year.

Labor

r equired for milk product i on was 53.6 hours at a cost of $80.40 per
cow.

Cost of labor was the second largest cost while depreciation was

third highest cost .

This was due to a large investment per head in the

milk production enterprises.

Total costs amounted to $513.10 per head per year.

Feed cost

accounted for only 47.5 percent; labor cost repres e nted 15.7 percent;
overhead cost was 21.1 percent; material cost, 9.3 percent and other
cost, 6.4 percent.

Gross rece i pts consis t ed of value of milk sold, value of calf,

value of milk used on the farm, and value of manure.

Value of the milk

sold was $508.02 and represented 89.0 pe rce nt of gross receipts.

Value

of th e calf was $32 . 31; mi l k used on the farm, $15.82; and the value of
the manure was $9.75.
Net r e turn (gross receipts minus total costs) was $52.80 per cow
per year.
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Feed utilization showed that lambs were the most profitable fol lowed by cattle fattening and milk production .
retut~

This was based on ne t

p r $100 worth of feed used .

Returns per $100 invested in fixed assets indicat ed lamb fattening
to be th e mos t profitable.

Beef was second and milk production last.

Feed costs could be increased in all e nterprises without causing
ne t return to fall below zero.

Pr ice of alfalfa and barley could be

increased to $28.00 per ton and $2 . 60 per cwt. respectively without
caus i ng net returns f rom an y of the selected en terpris es to decrease
to the point of becoming ne gative.

Pric es of al l final products could drop to lower levels and still
pro vide sufficient receipts to cover all costs.
Oth e r factors influencing r es ource allocation includ es price stability and socialogical factors.

These factors may

ca~se

resources to

flow into a less profitable enterp rise than might be attainable.

53

CONCLUSION

This s tudy was undertaken in an attempt to estimate the relative

profitabi lity and competitive position of cattle fattening, lamb
fattening and milk production.

Based on 1968 prices, these selec t ed

enterpr ises were all profitable .
Lambs were more profitable than beef or dairy when based on:
1)

return pe r $100 worth of feed used.

2)

return per hour of labor.

3)

r etu rn per $100 invested in fixed assets.

Cattle fattening was more profitable than dairy on all three of the
above measures.

Prices of feed could increase as high as $28.00 per ton for alfalfa
and $2.60 per cwt . for barley without causing net return to drop below
zero .

Lambs and cattle could pay the highest price for barley and

alfalfa resp ectively.
Pric e of fat cattle, fat lambs, and milk could all drop below the
1968 levels and still provide sufficient return to cover all costs of
production.

Cost and r e turn analysis indicates that lamb fattening is the most
profitable ente rprise of those selected for this study .

Oth e r factors

such as price va r iation, capital requirement, and sociological factors
may cause farmers to operate other enterprises which are less profitable.
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Append ix A
Fee dlot Survey - Cattl e
Date

Name

Enumerator -----------------

Address ________________ Phone _________

l.

How many yea r s have you fed cattle?

2.

Typical number fed per year when you started feeding .

3.

What is the pres en t capacity of your lot?

4.

What was your capacity in 1968?

5.

How many head did you feed last year?

6.

Number of pens?

7.

Typ e of ownership:

Single proprietorship, partnership, cooperative,

corporation.
8.

Source of capital:

Commercial bank, production credit association,

own, o r oth e r .

9.

Feede r Procu r ement ( fo r feedlot)
Grade

Numb e r

Fancy

Rais ed

Choice

Auction

Good

Ord e r

Medium

Direct

Number of cattle purchased by month
Jan______________ Feb____________~Mar ____________~Apr_______________
May____________ Jun,_____________,Jul ____________~Aug,_____________
Se p______________Oct.____________~N ov_______________.Dec_______________
Total purchas e fo r year____________________________
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10.

Ownership of cattle

fed.

Feedlot owner_______________________

Packe r ________________________

Rancher_____________________________

Oth e r (Specify) _____________

Speculator__________________________
Total Custom Fed (Numb er ) __________

Percent_______________________

11.

Number of fed cattle sold last year from your feedlot ______________

12.

Number of sales_______________________

13 .

Most common size lot sold__________________

14.

Te rms of sale:
Li ve Weight.____________________

Weighing Conditions ________________

Grade and Yield_____________________________________________________
Per-

Num-

Per-

Num-

cent

ber

cent

ber

Prime

Feedlot

Choice

Packing
Plant

Good

Auction

Medium

Oth e r
(Spec .

Geographic
Destination

Selected costs for feedlot operation
l.

El ec tricity_________________________________

2.

Veterinarian.________________________________

3.

Phone___________________________________

4.

Oth er_____________________________________

5.

Wh at is the going wage rate in this area? __________________

6.

Management and offices______________________

7.

Taxes, insurance, and interest ______________

8.

Equipment depreciation______________________

9.

Deprec iation of other investme nts__________

10 .

Death Lo ss__________________________________

11 .

Oth e r (Sp ecify )
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Investment of Inventory

Initial
Coat
l.

Feed Yard
Land
Corrals & Manlier
Shed
Water
Total

2.

Feed Storage
Hav
Grain
Sila2e
Total

3.

Office & Scales
Office
Livestock Scales
Truck Scales
Total

4.

Feed Proc . Equip.
Hav Mill
Grain Mill
Mixers AUiZers
Proc. Feed Bin
Other ISoecifv·
Total

5.

Feeding & Misc. Equip
Auto feed truck
Self-unloadin2 wuon
Pickutl
Truck
Tractor & Scooo
Cattle Soueeze
soraver DiDDinR Vat
Other 7SDeciM
Total

TOTAL

Age

Retm1 .
Life

Cap.
Size

Begin .
Value
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Repa irs

Depree ia tion

End
Valu e

Ave.
Value

Type of
Constr .

7. to Feed
Ope r.
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Non-Feed Variable Cos t s for a Sp ecific Pen of Cattle Fed.
l .

Number o f cat tl e i n pen o r lot (Sp ec i fy pen o r lot)? ________________

2.

What is t he length of the feeding period? ___________________________

3.

Is t his r epre se ntative on a per head basis of a ll cattl e fed?

4.

Numb er of men involved? ____________

5.

Labor Required

Kind of Labor

Manager

Hired

Time spe nt per day? ____________

Ope r ato r
Family
Man Hours

To tal

Total
Cost

Obtain Cattle
Preparing Feed
Fee ding
Bedding
Check & Doctor
Record s

Marketing
6.

Average ga in of spec i fic pen

Cl ass
Stee r Calves
Heifer Cal ves
Yea rling Steers
Yearling Hei fers
Cows

No.

Av. IN
Weight

Av . OUT
Weight

Av . Days
on Feed

Av . No .
Lbs/Gain

Av. Gai n
Lbs/Day
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7.

Gr ade of Feede r s

No. o f
Gr ade

Pe rce nt

Sourc e

Fan cy

Rais ed

Choi ce

Auction

Good

Orde r

Medi um

Direct

Pe r ce nt

Purcha ses

Origin

RATION AND FEED COST
Daily Ra t i on - Compositio n , Co s t and Amo unt Consumed

Kind
Ba r ley
Wheat
Milo
Co r n

Beet Pulp
Supp_l emen t
Alf a lf a
Sil age
Straw
Wate r
Oth e r

Starting
Pe r ce nt Pound s

Finish
Perc e nt Pounds

Ma r ke t
Price

Co s t/
lb. ¢

Tot a l Co s t
Da il y Ration

¢
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Starting

Finishing

!Pounds fed/head/day_
IDavs fed
ost of ration per pound
ost per pound of gain

What feeds are purchased

Kind

Amount

Pric e

Location
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1.

What about the future, do you plan to expand, remain constant, or
decrease your operation?

Why?

2.

How do you view the fu t ure of the cattle feeding industry?

3.

Is feed supp l y in this a r ea adequat e for feeding more cattle?

4.

What alternative uses are there for this feed?

5.

Supply of feeder animals?
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Appendix B
Feed lot Survey - Lambs
Dat e

Name

En ume rator -----------------

Address ______________ Phone _________

l.

How many years have you fed lambs?

2.

Typical number fed pe r year when you started feeding

3.

What is the present capacity of your lot?

4.

What was your capacity i n 1968?

s.

How many head did you feed last year?

6.

Number of pens

7.

Type of ownership--single proprietorship, partne rship, cooperative,
corporation.

8.

Source of capital - -comme rcial bank, production credit association,
own, or othe r.

9.

Feeder procurement (for feedlot):
So u r ce

(or)

No . of
lambs

Rais ed
Auction

Order
Direc t
Number of lambs pur chase d by month:
J an . ____________ Feb. __________~Mar. __________~Apr. ___________
May

____________ June.___________J u l y__________-'Aug ·-----------

Se pt . _____________:Oct . ____________.No v .___________p ee .-----------Tot al purchase for yea r ---------------------------
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10 .

Owne r s hip of lambs fe d:
Feedlot owner______________________

Packer________________________

Ranche r ____________________________

Other (Specify ) _____________

Speculator_________________________
Total custom fed (number) _________

Percent_______________________

ll.

Number of fat lambs sold last year from your f ee dlot _____________

12 .

Number of sales ___________________

13.

Most common siz e lot sold_________________

14.

Te rms of sale:
Li ve weight__________________

Weighing Conditions_________________

Grade and yield ____________________________________________________
Percent

Numbe r

Prime

Fee dlot

Choice

Packing
Plant

Good

Au c tion

Medium

Oth e r
(Spec.)

Per -

Num-

Geographic

cent

ber

Destination

Selec ted costs for feed lo t operation:
l.

El e ctricity --------------------------------

2.

Ve terinarian -------------------------------

3.
4.

Phone -----------------------------------Fuel

5.

What is the goin g wage rate in this area?

6.

Management and offices

7.

Taxes, insurance, and inte rest ------------

8.

Equipme nt depreciation---------------------

9.

De pre ciation of other investme nts---------

10 .
11 .

Dea th lo ss --------------------------------Oth e r (sp e cify)
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Investment of Invento ry

Initial
Cost
l.

Fe e d Yard
Land
Corrals & Mange r
Shed
Water
Tot al

2.

Feed Storage
Hay
Gra in

Sila e
To tal
3.

Office & Scales
Office
Lives tock Sc ales

Truck Scale s
Total

4.

Fe ed Processing Equip.
Ha Mill
Grain Mill
Mixe r s , Augers
Proc . Feed Bin
Other (Sp ecify)
Tota l

5.

Feeding & Misc. Equ ip .
Auto feed truck
Se lf-unl oading wagon
Pi cku
Truck
Tractor & Scoo
Spraye r, Dipping Va t
Other (Specify )
Tota l

TOTAL

Age

Remm .
Life

Cap .
Siz e

Begin.
Valu e
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End
Dep r ecia t ion

Value

Ave.
Value

Type of
Construction

Pe rc e nt to
Feed Ope r .
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Non - Feed Variable Co sts for a Specific Pen of Lambs Fed.
1.

Number of l ambs in pen or lot (Sp ecify pen or lot)? ________________

2.

Wha t i s th e l ength of the feeding period? __________________________

3.

Is this repres entative on a pe r he ad basis o f all lambs fe d? ______

4.

Number of me n involved? ___________

5.

Labo r r equired

Kind of Labor

Manager

Hired

Time spent pe r day? ___________

0E e rator
Fami ly
Man Hours

Total

Tot a l
Cost

Obtain Lambs
Pre paring Feed
Feeding
Bedd i ng
Check & Doctor
Records

Marketing
6.

Ave ra ge gain o f specific pe n

Class
Lambs

No.

Av. IN
Weight

Av. OUT
Weight

Av. Days
on Feed

Av. No.
Lb s/Ga in

Av. Gain
Lbs/Day
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RATION AND FEED COST
Daily Ration - Composition, Cost and Amount Consumed

Kind

Starting
Perc e nt Pounds

Finish
Pe rcent Pounds

Mar ket
Price

Cost/
lb. ~

Total Cost
Daily Ration

Barley
Wh ea t
Oat s
Corn
Silage
Wet Beet
Pu lp
Dry Beet
Pulp
Alfalfa
Molasses
Pro tein

Supp.
Oth er

Starting
Pound s fed/head/day_
Day s fed
Cost of rationp e r _pound
Co st per pound of gain

Fini s hing

~

70

What feeds are purchased

Kind

Amount

Price

Location
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1.

What about the future? Do you plan to expand, remain constant, or
decrease your operation? Why?

2.

How do you view the future of the lamb feeding indust r y?

3.

Is feed supply in this area adequate for feeding more lambs?

4.

What alternative uses are there for this feed?

5.

What is your supply of feeder lambs?
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